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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )KI Responsive to communication(s) filed on 09 December 201 1 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)K This action is non-final. 

3) D An election was made by the applicant in response to a restriction requirement set forth during the interview on 

; the restriction requirement and election have been incorporated into this action. 

4) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

5) K Claim(s) 26-45 is/are pending in the application. 

5a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

6) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

7) E3 Claim(s) 26-45 is/are rejected. 

8) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

9) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

10)D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

1 1 )□ The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .121 (d). 

12) Q The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

1 3) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)DAII b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This communication is in response to the application filed on 02 October, 2001 . 
A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1 . 1 1 4, including the fee set 

forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
12/09/201 1 has been entered. 

Examiners Note 

2. The examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers in the references as 
applied to the claims above for the convenience of the applicant. Although the specified 
citations are representative of the teachings of the art and are applied to the specific 
limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures may apply as well. It is 
respectfully requested from the applicant in preparing responses, to fully consider the 
references in entirety as potentially teaching all or part of the claimed invention, as well 
as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art or disclosed by the Examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

4. Claims 26-45 are rejected under 35 USC 103 (a) as being unpatentable over 
Chong etal., Publication No.: US 2002/0184610 A1 , hereby Chong, in further view of 
Chandra et al., Pub. No.: US 2002/0138582 A1 , hereby Chandra. Comparisons to the 
provisional application 60/263574 will be made to be certain that the non-provisional 
application contains the content of the provisional application (hereby PA). 

As an initial matter, the examiner would like to express his interpretation of 
instant invention to provide applicant with insight to the examiner's thought process. 

The examiner interprets the instant application as a means to deliver service and 
device specific applications (templates) to end users. A developer may use a 
development environment to create a service specific template that does not include 
presentation data for a specific end device. The developer uses a master template 
which contains non-presentation based options (per se) that the developer may select in 
order to create the design flow of the device specific application. After the design flow 
has been selected, a module transforms the device specific flow into device specific 
presentation data. 
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Regarding claim 26, Chong discloses, "providing a master template which 
contains a plurality of building blocks, wherein each of the plurality of building blocks 
defines formatting for a single type of name-value pair for presentation on a single 
device type." Chong discloses in paragraph 0298 creating the visual representation of 
the application in the developing environment. The visual representation is NOT the 
application's presentation and therefore does not contain any sort of end user GUI. The 
visual representation is merely the interaction flow of the application or service from start 
to end (see figure 27 for an example). Further paragraph 0325 discloses that the visual 
primitives (analogous to objects in the DOM) are stored in an XML format. Figure 6-9 in 
PA shows a generic example of this visual representation. Par. 0372 discloses name- 
value pairs; a single building block could be a single variable or object element in the 
IDE. The master template created in the IDE is the template that is used for multiple 
presentation device types. Mapped to PA: PA discloses: page 13, Covigo Mobile 
Application Engine. The engine converts templates designed in the visual development 
studio to deliver applications and services. The mobile application engine is based on 
XML; par. 0015, "Covigo Engine to generate the output specific to a connecting device" 
wherein the output is the presentation data; page 56, second paragraph; figure 6-13; 
page 41-42, componentization wizard); 

Chong further discloses, "receiving or retrieving unformatted data from the 
storage device, wherein the unformatted data corresponds to a specific data service 
and contains no information on formatting the specific data service for presentation 
Chong discloses in paragraph 0298 that unformatted data (non-presentation data) is 
retrieved to make the views. Par. 0310 discloses "data view primitives" which include 
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objects disclosed in paragraphs 0312-0317. Primitives are shown in PA on pages 14-15 
(among others). Paragraphs, 0017, 0277, 031 1 , 0367 among many other paragraphs 
show the design of applications and services in a non-presentation type manner. In PA, 
page 13, re-usable and customizable templates, delivers applications and services ; 
page 14, drag-and-drop visual design element; page 15, custom templates...developers 
do not need Covigo's out of box templates and can therefore design their own. Further, 
Covigo works with backend XML files. Therefore, if a user is developing his or her own 
template, the data that is used to design said template must "correspond" aka "relate 
to" (in any way) a specific service. 

Chong further discloses, "examining the unformatted data, each name-value pair 
including a name of a data item and a value of the data item; presenting the name-value 
pairs to a user via the user interface." In Chong, figure 17 shows a sample design of an 
application with elements each containing a name and a value that is shown when a 
user clicks on said element. In PA, figure 6-13; page 41-42, componentization wizard, 
components are saved in an XML repository); 

Chong further discloses, "...wherein each of the service/device-specific templates 
is specific to a corresponding device or a device type and to the specific data service 
associated with the unformatted data (page 13, Covigo Mobile Application Engine. The 
engine converts templates designed in the visual development studio to deliver 
applications and services; par. 0015, "Covigo Engine to generate the output specific to a 
connecting device" wherein the output is the presentation data.). 

Chong does not explicitly disclose, "...retaining a set of the name-value pairs 
based on user input received via the user interface...selecting, from the master template, 
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building blocks containing information on formatting the set of the name-value pairs for 
presentation of the specific data service on a plurality of device types...assembling the 
building blocks selected from the master template into one or more service/device- 
specific templates." The examiner is interpreting this limitation to mean that a user is 
selecting from a list of building blocks in order to create his or her own specific 
application. 

However, regarding claim 1 , Chandra discloses the concept of selecting building 
blocks from a list to incorporate into a transportable application (par. 0443-0467). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art, having the teachings of Chong and Chandra before him or her, to modify the 
master template creation of Chong to include the ability to pick and choose building 
blocks for specific application templates as in Chandra. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to allow a user to customize a specific application from the previously 
created master template of Chong. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Chandra with Chong to obtain 
the invention as specified in the instant claim(s). 

Regarding claim 27, Chong discloses, "utilizing the service/device-specific 
templates to create markup language files for corresponding devices" (Chong: par. 0310 
- PA: page 15). 
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Regarding claim 28, Chong discloses, "utilizing the markup language files to 
accommodate the specific data service on the corresponding devices" (par. 0310 - page 
15). 

Regarding claim 29, Chong discloses, "wherein the master template defines 
predetermined style for displaying data on physical devices" (par. 0298, module 16 - 
page 15). 

Regarding claim 30, Chong discloses, "wherein the master template is one of a 
plurality of master templates, each defining a different style for displaying data on 
physical devices" (par. 0299 - page 15, dynamic content generation). 

Regarding claim 31 , Chong discloses, "prompting the user to select one of the 
plurality of master templates according to which the service/device-specific templates 
are generated" (par. 0299 - page 63, number 12). 

Regarding claim 32, Chong discloses, "wherein the service/device-specific 
templates are generated automatically upon completion of the master template" (page 
15, code generator). 

Regarding claim 33, Chong discloses, "wherein the service/device-specific 
templates are generated as needed to accommodate the specific data service or a new 
data service" (page 15). 
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Regarding claim 34, Chong as modified by Chandra discloses, "presenting the 
user with a name for each of the set of the name-value pairs; and allowing the user to 
accept or modify the name via the user interface" (figure 6-13; page 41-42, 
componentization wizard, components are saved in an XML repository; Chandra, par. 
0764 rename building block). 

Claims 35-45 are rejected under the same reasoning and motivation as above. 
No new substantial limitations or concepts have been added. 



5. Applicant's arguments have been considered but are not persuasive. 

a. Regarding claim 26, applicant argues: 

©nvironmsrs! shmw-g the ;?itsrac8on 8ow of ihe appfc&atisn from start to end. White Chwg 
ffiigh; be reasonably construed to tsadi that the IDS pswties building bk&fcs for wrkfiw~ 
hassd sppSicatons, il makes dear \b$i 'Xw^lksvv* sS&scribes business, logic having mwSttpia 

f»f>d Mortons between tie states (parsg/aph 0032}, Such b^lng tjfcjck& dearly <^o no* 
each deffoe ^raiatlbg fa? a singly Ivjm of nams-vafu© pair far presentation on a slngte device 
type, as mated m tie cfesm. The Examiner cites paragraph 0372 of Ghong as diseasing rsarr>e- 
value p-a-rs., buithess f^me-vssius pairs srs parameters of variables tnat are dragged and 
dropped within the IDE - e^ert if tie variables ocsuid &s con trusts as the r&cstsd building btocks, 
ttsy do reformat Ononis namta-vsius pairs tor preses'ftat^n, as recited in fhs daim. As to the 

b. Regarding a, the examiner respectfully disagrees. The examiner would 
like to reiterate that a "name-value pair" is extremely broad and defines any type 
of object that contains any sort of name and value. For example, a building block 



Response to Arguments 



may represent an object on a workflow diagram (e.g. figure 17). Each object has 
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a name (e.g. figure 17, whichdollaii ; par. 0295 modelvar) and some type of value 
(par. 0291, property; attribute). Further, note that all of these objects will 
eventually be translated into presentation data; the claim language does not state 
that these name-value pairs are already presentation data, but that they are "for 
presentation on a single device type". This presentation takes place during the 
visualization process described in the rejection above. Finally, par. 0283 
discloses that a user can edit name-value pair objects in the design editor. 

c. Regarding claim 26, applicant argues: 

disclosure PA, the Exsmimt d&s, e.g., *pa§8 r! Covtgc yfcUte ApptoHgo Engine" Th& 
Apjjlitsm pcsfAa a^t PA aesc^s She Covtgc* Mob-ib App^fe En^w as '\i M^iti 
<r^&t^ttfe^swe srcbiSagbm for {Sejjvsmsg mo^to sppiieatavs s*t3 setw", tf&icfc appears bo 
seae^ awav irom ii»8 of budding btedss fo gswsS« Qlll&ll; topteiss. each stf whitn ts 
speeifc to s paftate-'SBrvtoe- arad st psrlrais? dewier. Th« Exam&waise ©is&s pafa SS, 

d. Regarding c, the examiner respectfully disagrees. The end product of the 
Covigo Mobile Application Engine is a comprehensive architecture to deliver 
mobile applications and services on a per template basis. Further, the creation of 
multiple templates for one or more capable devices may be made to 
accommodate different devices (par. 0299). 

e. Regarding claim 26, applicant argues that the "Covigo Engine uses 
previously defined templates to generate device interfaces, which is not the same 
as using building blocks corresponding to name-value pairs to generate 
templates." 

f. Regarding e, the examiner respectfully disagrees. The examiner was 
merely pointing out that the developer has previously created templates (one 



Application/Control Number: 09/682,655 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2491 

could assume from using the IDE) at his or her disposal during the development 
process. 

g. Regarding claim 26, applicant argues that the examiner that Chong "fails 
to teach using building blocks that format name-value pairs for presentation, as 
recited in the claim." 

h. Regarding g, the examiner respectfully disagrees. Note that the claim 
limitation indicates that the building blocks are used to "define formatting for a 
single type of name-value pair for presentation on a single device type". The 
examiner is interpreting the claim language to mean that building blocks do not 
contain presentation data, but merely define formatting (hence multiple templates 
in paragraph 0299) for a later presentation process which uses the formatted 
data as part of the process. 

i. Regarding claim 26, applicant argues that Chong does not disclose the 
receiving/retrieving of unformatted data. 

j. Regarding i, the examiner respectfully disagrees. Note that 
receiving/retrieving unformatted data is the developer merely any data that does 
not relate to presentation data (as defined by instant application). Par. 0257 
represents a user receiving non-presentation data to include in the application 
workflow. The application workflow contains objects as described above, 
k. Regarding claim 26, applicant argues that PA does not state 
receiving/retrieving unformatted data, "so the teaching of Chong only has a 
priority from January 18, 2002, and consequently is not prior art with respect to 
this limitation." 
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I. Regarding k, the examiner respectfully disagrees. Page 0014 discloses 
the same environment including a drag and drop for the aformentioned objects. 
These drag and drop objects can be modeled with or without presentation data, 
m. Regarding claim 26, applicant argues: 

CIO jTVS'WIS C 1<J ft* <! 1 > > i -"flfNs I p<M"V3"3 ~h vC1 ) The ~" r*» fx te=n N *ij th^ 

he CI j^ri'Tfsu ft^TO^i *3>* *VxwH«» VI ^ }5<-s ^ t j PK-fM 

dTf n , p m ^ n n m d teH »Ui i ^ m itert n th* c'afr 4s> *o t^u^ S 1 *nd jx ^ - >' 1 4<; 

n. Regarding m, the examiner respectfully disagrees. Examining unformatted 
data and presenting the name value-pairs to a user via a user interface reads on 
merely a user clicking on or choosing a pre-loaded object and viewing it's name 
value pair. The claim is too broad to be interpreted solely the way applicant 
intends. Please note that "It is the claims that define the claimed invention...and it 
is claims, not specifications that are anticipated" or unpatentable. See: Constant 
v. Advanced Micro-devices Inc., 7USPQ2d 1064." 
o. Regarding claim 26, applicant argues: 

Kngirts ' \ ms Applicant posrs^ ihatt paragraph -55* Choog mi e.tin*sa« this 
language so te is parent $y refers m PA, As noted -sl>cve. PA ;e not incorporated or j^ciud^l 
by refefssxe m Chopg, so te&Un^;p that are fbtsrtd in PA, but rsot in Osatig (a*, h spparwtty ®n® 
ease- We) are or\sy effective of tr*s tte txitsiis oamec! access to FA ({he of 

has, thamtom fated |» show inaf thm limitation ss taugh* cy th© prior art. 

p. Regarding o, the examiner respectfully disagrees. The claim limitation 

merely states that each service/device-specific template is specific to a 

corresponding device or device type and to that particular data service 

(application) associated with the unformatted data. That is, each visual design 
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template (which is associated with a specific application) is associated with a 
service/device specific template. The points to paragraph 0299 which discloses 
the creation of multiple templates for different device types, 
q. Regarding claim 26, applicant argues that the use of Chandra differs from 
the instant application in that: 

O f « \ 1 > vjv „ia i c 'j~i, > > x8 ^ * ^ ^ >. * xm Vv - „w 1 Jl, h, 

t n s <">i A ^ c> six> ^ v s sia * rs.li^ hi- te* -«b vt si\ } u e- 
\ I Iff K^jrKfi 1 1 } ^-n f. \t t. \.r 

f ■=- ssst h S^Ui r \ t is t\r f i < a !„ \" s» x s 

sts matesi in &&m l&t* fwugisph iJAitS is fjcsv Ssst filing Siirx-}; allowi [ii.^s;.!j.i»*Us. S5 

r. Regarding q, the examiner respectfully disagrees. The examiner is 
interpreting the limitation to mean that a user is selecting from a lost of building 
blocks the objects (which contain name value-pairs) that he or she wishes to 
incorporate into the application. Each object has a name-value pair and includes 
such objects as: polls (par. 0455), ratings (par. 0456), etc. If a user wishes to 
create an application that involves a poll, the user would select said object from 
the list. Further, note that via user intervention a computer may then "retain" said 
objects for the application. In response to, "Chandra do[es] not contain 
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information on formatting the set of the name-value pairs for presentation of the 
specific data service..." the examiner notes that fig. 5 shows the building blocks 
being related to the presenters which represent presentation data. The claim 
states that these name-value pairs (objects) contain information for presentation. 
Meaning these objects are not presentation data, but provide information for the 
later presentation step. 



Conclusion 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ANDREW GOLDBERG whose telephone number is 
(571)270-5441 . The examiner can normally be reached on 9:30-6:00 Monday- 
Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ashok Patel can be reached on (571)-272-3972. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 

Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 

published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 

information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 

more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 

have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 

Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO 

Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 

800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Andrew Goldberg 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2491 

/Andrew Goldberg/ 
01/18/2012 
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Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2491 



